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Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir: 

This is an appeal from the decision dated November 9, 2007 of the Examiner 
finally rejecting claims 1-7 and 13-24. 

Real Party in Interest 
The real party in interest is Tellabs Petaluma, Inc. as indicated in the 
assignment recorded at reel 014509, frames 0220-0223, on September 15, 2003, 
and the change of name recorded at reel 016483, frames 0740-0745, on April 20, 
2005. 
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Related Appeals and Interferences 
Appellant is not aware of any other related appeals or interferences. 

Status of Claims 
Claims 8-12 have been cancelled. 
Claims 1-7 and 13-24 are being appealed. 

Claims 13-16 stand rejected under the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. §112 as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. 

Claims 13-16 stand rejected under the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. §112 as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which appellant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1-7, 17-22, and 24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over appellant's admitted prior art in view of Bhatia et al. (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,829,239). 

Claim 23 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
appellant's admitted prior art in view of Bhatia et al. and further in view of Aiken, Jr. 
et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,430,622). 

Claims 13-15 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over appellant's admitted prior art in view of Ma et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,798,743) 
and further in view of Engwer et al. (U.S. Patent No. 7,082,114). 

Claim 16 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
appellant's admitted prior art in view of Ma et al. and Engwer et al. and further in 
view of Bhatia. 
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Status of Amendments 
A response-after-final was filed on December 10, 2007. An Advisory Action 
was mailed on January 10, 2008. An amendment-after-final was filed on February 6, 
2008 to correct inadvertent typographical errors in the specification and claim 13. An 
Advisory Action was mailed on February 20, 2008, indicating that the February 6, 
2008 amendment-after-final was entered. 

Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The subject matter of independent claim 1 is a device that includes a bus and 
a plurality of first line cards that are connected to the bus. The bus can be read to 
be, for example, bus 210 shown in appellant's FIG. 2 (reproduced below) and 
discussed on page 3, line 26 of appellant's specification. The plurality of first line 
cards can be read to be, for example, the xDSL line cards 216 shown in appellant's 
FIG. 2 and discussed on page 5, lines 3-4 of appellant's specification. 

In addition, each first line card has a plurality of local ports, which are 
associated with a plurality of customer devices that have a plurality of IP addresses. 
As discussed on page 5, lines 3-13 of appellant's specification and shown in 
appellant's FIG. 2, the local ports of the xDSL line cards 216 can be connected to a 
number of local lines 218 which, in turn, can be connected to a number of xDSL 
modems 220. Each xDSL modem 220, in turn, can be connected to a number of 
customer internet devices that have a number of IP addresses. Thus, the local ports 
of the xDSL line cards 216 are associated with the customer internet devices that are 
connected to the modems 220. 
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Further, the device of claim 1 also includes a second line card that is 
connected to the bus. The second line card can be read to be, for example, network 
line card 212. In addition, the second line card has a network port that is 
connectable to a network segment. The network segment can be read to be, for 
example, network line 214 shown in appellant's FIG. 2 and discussed on page 3, line 
27 of appellant's specification. As discussed from page 3, line 29 to page 4, line 1 of 
appellant's specification and shown in appellant's FIG. 2, the network port of network 
line card 212 can be connected to network line 214. 

The network port of the second line card also has an IP address and a subnet 
mask. The subnet mask of the network port identifies a range of IP addresses from 
the IP address of the network port. The range of IP addresses includes all of the 
plurality of IP addresses of the plurality of customer devices. As discussed in 
appellant's specification on page 4, lines 1-3, the network port of second line card 
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212 has an IP address and an associated subnet mask, which identifies the IP 
addresses of all of the customer internet devices. 

The subject matter of dependent claim 2 requires that the plurality of local 
ports are only connectable to a plurality of modems. As noted above and as 
discussed on page 5, lines 3-13 of appellant's specification and shown in appellant's 
FIG. 2, the local ports of the xDSL line cards 216 can be connected to a number of 
local lines 218 which, in turn, can be connected to a number of xDSL modems 220. 

The subject matter of independent claim 13 is a method that includes 
receiving a message addressed to one of a plurality of customer devices. The 
plurality of customer devices to be connected to a plurality of modems, the plurality 
of modems to be connected to a plurality of first line cards, the plurality of first line 
cards to be connected to a second line card that received the message. The 
message has an IP address and a subnet mask, and the plurality of customer devices 
have a plurality of IP addresses. 

The plurality of modems required by claim 13 can be read to be, for example, 
the xDSL modems 220 shown in applicant's FIG. 2 and discussed in appellant's 
specification on page 5, lines 5-7, while the plurality of first line cards required by 
claim 13 can be read to be, for example, the xDSL line cards 216 shown in 
appellant's FIG. 2 and discussed in appellant's specification on page 5, lines 3-4. In 
addition, the second line card required by claim 13 can be read to be, for example, 
network line card 212 shown in applicant's FIG. 2 and discussed in appellant's 
specification on page 3, lines 26-27. 

In addition, on page 5, lines 8-13, appellant's specification teaches that a 
number of customer internet devices, which can be read to be the plurality of 
customer devices required by the claims, are connected to the xDSL modems 220 
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(which were read to be the plurality of modems). Appellant's specification also 
teaches that each customer internet device has an IP address. As a result, 
appellant's specification also teaches that the customer internet devices have IP 
addresses. 

Further, one skilled in the art would understand that a message includes a 
destination address. One would also understand that a downstream message, which 
is received by network line card 212, can have a destination address of a customer 
internet device that is connected to an xDSL modem 220. As a result, one skilled in 
the art would understand that network line card 212 receives messages that are 
addressed to the customer internet devices that are connected to the xDSL modems 
220. In addition, on page 4, lines 2-4, appellant's specification teaches that the 
message has an IP address and a subnet mask. 

The method of claim 13 also includes identifying a complete IP address from 
the IP address and the subnet mask of the message. Further, the method of claim 
13 includes determining if the complete IP address is identical to an IP address of 
the plurality of IP addresses of the plurality of customer devices. On page 6, lines 
16-21, appellant's specification teaches that network line card 212 evaluates the IP 
address that is associated with a message, and determines the line card that 
corresponds with the IP address via a table. One skilled in the art would understand 
that to evaluate the IP address and determine the line card that corresponds with 
the IP address, one can identify the complete IP address and determine if the 
complete IP address is identical to an IP address of a customer internet device stored 
in the table. 

The subject matter of independent claim 17 is a device that includes a 
plurality of first line cards. The plurality of first line cards can be read to be, for 
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example, the xDSL line cards 216 shown in appellant's FIG. 2 and discussed on page 
5, lines 3-4 of appellant's specification. 

In addition, each first line card has a plurality of local ports, which are 
associated with a plurality of customer devices that have a plurality of IP addresses. 
As discussed on page 5, lines 3-13 of appellant's specification and shown in 
appellant's FIG. 2, the local ports of the xDSL line cards 216 can be connected to a 
number of local lines 218 which, in turn, can be connected to a number of xDSL 
modems 220. Each xDSL modem 220, in turn, can be connected to a number of 
customer internet devices that have a number of IP addresses. Thus, the local ports 
of the xDSL line cards 216 are associated with the customer internet devices that are 
connected to the modems 220. 

Further, the device of claim 17 also includes a second line card that is 
connected to the plurality of first line cards. The second line card can be read to be, 
for example, network line card 212. In addition, the second line card has a network 
port that is connectable to a network segment. The network segment can be read to 
be, for example, network line 214 shown in appellant's FIG. 2 and discussed on page 
3, line 27 of appellant's specification. As discussed from page 3, line 29 to page 4, 
line 1 of appellant's specification and shown in appellant's FIG. 2, the network port of 
network line card 212 can be connected to network line 214. 

The network port of the second line card also has an IP address and a subnet 
mask. The second line card identifies a range of IP addresses from the IP address 
and the subnet mask of the network port. The range of IP addresses includes all of 
the plurality of IP addresses of the plurality of customer devices. As discussed in 
appellant's specification on page 4, lines 1-3, the network port of second line card 
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212 has an IP address and an associated subnet mask, which identifies the IP 
addresses of all of the customer internet devices. 

The subject matter of dependent claim 18 requires that the plurality of local 
ports are only connectable to a plurality of modems. As noted above and as 
discussed on page 5, lines 3-13 of appellant's specification and shown in appellant's 
FIG. 2, the local ports of the xDSL line cards 216 can be connected to a number of 
local lines 218 which, in turn, can be connected to a number of xDSL modems 220. 



Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

Whether claims 13-16 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph, 
as failing to comply with the written description requirement. 

Whether claims 13-16 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim 
the subject matter which appellant regards as the invention. 

Whether claims 1-7, 17-22, and 24 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) 
over appellant's admitted prior art in view of Bhatia et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,829,239). 

Whether claim 23 is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over appellant's 
admitted prior art in view of Bhatia et al. and further in view of Aiken, Jr. et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,430,622). 

Whether claims 13-15 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over 
appellant's admitted prior art in view of Ma et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,798,743) and 
further in view of Engwer et al. (U.S. Patent No. 7,082,114). 
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Whether claim 16 is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over appellant's 
admitted prior art in view of Ma et al. and Engwer et al. and further in view of 
Bhatia. 

Argument 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. 5112. First Paragraph 

Claims 13-15 

In rejecting claim 13, the Examiner stated that appellant's specification 
teaches on page 6, lines 16-29, that the network card compares the received 
message to the IP address and the associated network card in order to determine 
which xDSL line card and ports to forward the message. However, the Examiner 
questioned where the specification teaches the limitations of claim 13. 

In the response-after-final mailed December 10, 2007, appellant responded to 
the Examiner's question as follows. Claim 13 recites, in part, 

"receiving a message addressed to one of a plurality of customer 
devices, the plurality of customer devices to be connected to a plurality of 
modems, the plurality of modems to be connected to a plurality of first line 
cards, the plurality of first line cards to be connected to a second line card 
that received the message, the message having an IP address and a subnet 
mask, the plurality of customer devices having a plurality of IP addresses." 

The plurality of modems required by claim 13 can be read to be, for example, 
the xDSL modems 220 shown in appellant's FIG. 2, while the plurality of first line 
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cards required by claim 13 can be read to be, for example, the xDSL line cards 216 
shown in appellant's FIG. 2. In addition, the second line card required by claim 13 
can be read to be, for example, network line card 212 shown in appellant's FIG. 2. 
Further, appellant's specification teaches that the: 

"xDSL modem 220 at a customer's premise, in turn, is connected to a 
number of customer internet devices, such as personal computers, and a 
telephone. Each customer internet device has a port that is physically 
connected to an xDSL modem 220, an IP interface that is associated with the 
port, and an IP address that is associated with the IP interface." (See page 5, 
lines 8-13 of appellant's specification.) 

Thus, appellant's specification teaches that a number of customer internet 
devices, which can be read to be the plurality of customer devices required by the 
claims, are connected to the xDSL modems 220, which can be read to be the 
plurality of modems required by the claims. In addition, appellant's specification 
teaches that each customer internet device has an IP address. As a result, 
appellant's specification also teaches that the customer internet devices have a 
plurality of IP addresses. 

Further, one skilled in the art would understand that a message includes a 
destination address. One would also understand that a downstream message, which 
is received by network line card 212, can have a destination address of a customer 
internet device that is connected to an xDSL modem 220. As a result, one skilled in 
the art would understand that network line card 212 receives messages that are 
addressed to the customer internet devices that are connected to the xDSL modems 
220. 
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Further, appellant's specification teaches that: 



"the IP address has an associated subnet mask that identifies the IP 
addresses of all of the customer internet devices (hosts) that are connected to 
device 200." (See page 4, lines 2-4 of appellant's specification.) 

As a result, appellant's specification teaches that the message has an IP 
address and a subnet mask. 

In addition to the above, claim 13 also recites: 



"identifying a complete IP address from the IP address and the subnet 
mask of the message; and 

"determining if the complete IP address is identical to an IP address of 
the plurality of IP addresses of the plurality of customer devices." 

Appellant's specification teaches: 



"Each line card 212 and 216 maintains a table that indicates each of 
the IP addresses that are associated with each port of each line card 212 and 
216." (See page 5, lines 18-20 of appellant's specification.) 

Appellant's specification also teaches: 



"Network line card 212 receives all of the messages that match the IP 
address and subnet mask of network line card 212, evaluates the IP addresses 
associated with the messages, and determines the line cards and ports that 
correspond with the IP addresses via the table. Following this, network line 
card 212 forwards the messages on to the xDSL line cards 216 on bus 210. 

"Each xDSL line card 216, in turn, receives the messages that match 
the IP addresses that are supported by the xDSL line card 216." (See page 6, 
lines 16-23 of appellant's specification.) 
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As a result, appellant's specification teaches that network line card 212 
evaluates the IP address that is associated with a message, and determines the line 
card that corresponds with the IP address via a table. One skilled in the art would 
understand that to evaluate an IP address and determine the xDSL line card 216 that 
corresponds with the IP address via the table so that the xDSL line card 216 receives 
messages that match the IP addresses that are supported by the xDSL line card 216, 
one must identify the complete IP address and determine if the complete IP address 
is identical to an IP address of a customer internet device stored in the table. 

Thus, the Examiner questioned where appellant's specification teaches the 
limitations of claim 13, and appellant responded by identifying where the 
specification teaches the limitations of claim 13. Therefore, from what can be 
determined, appellant satisfied the grounds of the Examiner's §112, first paragraph, 
rejection of independent claim 13, and also thereby the rejection of dependent 
claims 14-15. 

In the Advisory Action mailed on January 10, 2008, the Examiner maintained 
the first paragraph rejection, arguing that the limitation "IP address has an 
associated subnet mask that identifies the IP address of all customer interface 
devices" has not been overcome. The Examiner further argued 

"[j]ust because the same wording is used in the specification and the 
claim does not mean that the limitation is enabled. The Examiner believes 
that the applicant may be describing a submask with a header extension field 
which provides information which identifies all of the devices. The applicant's 
specification does not provide a satisfactory written description for one of 
ordinary skill in the art to know what this subnet mask is." 
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With respect to the non-enablement argument, appellant notes that: 



"[a] specification disclosure which contains a teaching of the manner 
and process of making and using an invention in terms which correspond in 
scope to those used in describing and defining the subject matter sought to 
be patented must be taken as being in compliance with the enablement 
requirement of 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph, unless there is a reason to 
doubt the objective truth of the statements contained therein which must be 
relied on for enabling support. 

"[I]t is incumbent upon the Patent Office, whenever a rejection on this 
basis is made, to explain why it doubts the truth or accuracy of any statement 
in a supporting disclosure and to back up assertions of its own with acceptable 
evidence or reasoning which is inconsistent with the contested statement." 
MPEP 52164.04 . 

Thus, with respect to the Examiner's assertion that "[j]ust because the same 
wording is used in the specification and the claim does not mean that the limitation is 
enabled," MPEP §2164.04 indicates that a claim limitation is enabled when the same 
wording is used in the specification and the claim, unless the Examiner has a reason 
to doubt the objective truth of the teachings in the specification. In the present 
case, the Examiner has not pointed to any teaching in appellant's specification which 
the Examiner believes is untruthful or inaccurate. 

Further, appellant is respectfully unclear as to the written description 
argument made by the Examiner that applicant may be describing a submask with a 
header extension field and that, as a result of this, appellant's "specification does not 
provide a satisfactory written description for one of ordinary skill in the art to know 
what this subnet mask is." 
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Appellant's specification, however, does provide a satisfactory written 
description for one of ordinary skill in the art to make and use a subnet mask without 
undue experimentation. In part, appellant's specification teaches: 



"Sub-netting, which is described in Request For Comments (RFC) 950, 
is a procedure for using a number of bits in the IP address to define a number 
of sub-networks within a network. With internet protocol version four (IPv4), 
each IP address has 32 bits where a first number of bits defines the network, 
and a second number of bits defines the hosts that are connected to the 
network. 

"With a class B address, the first 16 bits are used to identify the 
network, and the last 16 bits are used to define the hosts that are connected 
to the network. With sub-netting, the last 16 bits are further divided to define 
a number of sub-networks within the network, and a number of the hosts 
within each sub-network. 

"For example, the first 6 bits of the 16 host bits can be used to identify 
a number of sub-networks, while the last 10 bits of the 16 host bits can be 
used to identify 1022 customers within a sub-network. (RFC 950 prohibits 
host addresses that utilize all zeros or all ones. Thus, the total number of 
hosts that can be supported by a ten bit host address is 1022 or 1024-2.)" 
(See page 4, lines 5-21 of appellant's specification.) 

In addition, in a written description rejection, the Examiner must determine 
what a claim as a whole covers, understand how appellant provides support for the 
claimed invention, and determine whether there is sufficient written description to 
inform a skilled artisan that the inventor was in possession of the claimed invention 
as a whole at the time the application was filed. MPEP 2163 . Further, in a written 
description rejection, the Examiner has the initial burden of presenting by a 
preponderance of evidence why a person skilled in the art would not recognize in an 
applicant's disclosure a description of the invention defined by the claims. MPEP 
2163.04. 
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In the present case, the Examiner appears to argue that claim 13 can be read 
to cover a submask with a header extension field, but that one of ordinary skill in the 
art would not recognize from appellant's disclosure that the inventor was in 
possession of an invention that covered a submask with a header extension field. 

The Examiner, however, has not set forth any evidence as to what a submask 
with a header extension field is, why claim 13 can be read onto a submask with a 
header extension field, and why one skilled in the art would not recognize from 
appellant's disclosure that the inventor was in possession of an invention that 
covered a submask with a header extension field. 

Thus, since the Examiner has not pointed to any teaching in appellant's 
specification which the Examiner believes is untruthful or inaccurate, appellant's 
specification provides a satisfactory written description for one of ordinary skill in the 
art to make and use a subnet mask without undue experimentation, and the 
Examiner has not set forth any evidence regarding a submask with a header 
extension field, claim 13 satisfies the requirement of the first paragraph of section 
112. In addition, dependent claims 14-15 satisfy the requirements of the first 
paragraph of section 112 for the same reasons as claim 13. 

Claim 16 

Claim 16 recites: 

"each first line card of the plurality of first line cards maintains a table 
that includes each port of each first line card, and an associated IP address of 
a customer device for each port of each first line card that has an associated 
IP address." 
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Appellant's specification teaches: 

"Each line card 212 and 216 maintains a table that indicates each of 
the IP addresses that are associated with each port of each line card 212 and 
216." (See page 5, lines 18-20 of appellant's specification.) 

Thus, appellant's specification teaches that each xDSL line card 216, which 
can be read to be a first line card, maintains a table that includes each port of each 
first line card, and an associated IP address of a customer device for each port of 
each first line card. Therefore, from what can be determined, appellant's 
specification supports the limitations required by claim 16 and, as a result, satisfies 
the requirements of the first paragraph of section 112. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. 5112, Second Paragraph 

Claims 13-16 

In rejecting claim 13, the Examiner asserted that appellant's specification 
lacks antecedent basis for claim 13. Appellant is unfamiliar with a requirement that 
the specification have antecedent basis, and assumed the Examiner intended to 
argue that the limitations of claim 13 lack support in the specification. 

In the response-after-final mailed December 10, 2007, since the above first 
paragraph discussion points out where appellant's specification supports the 
limitations of claim 13, appellant combined the first paragraph and second paragraph 
discussions. 
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In the Advisory Action, the Examiner maintained the second paragraph 
rejection, arguing that although the plurality of first line cards required by the claims 
can be read to be the xDSL line cards 216 shown in appellant's FIG. 2, and the 
second line card required by the claims can be read to be network line card 212 
shown in appellant's FIG. 2, claim 13 remains confusing because the second line card 
could still be interpreted as one of the plurality of line cards. 

Appellant is respectfully unclear as to the argument set forth by the Examiner. 
The Examiner appears to be arguing that a claim limitation is confusing if more than 
one structure within the specification can be read as providing support for the claim 
limitation, whereas a claim limitation is not confusing if only a single structure within 
the specification can be read as providing support for the claim limitation. 

Thus, the Examiner appears to agree that the second line card required by 
claim 13 can be read to be network line card 212 shown in appellant's FIG. 2, but 
appears to argue that the second line card required by claim 13 can also be read to 
be another structure and, since more than one structure within the specification can 
be read as providing support for the second line card claim limitation, the second line 
card claim limitation is confusing. 

A claim limitation, however, is not confusing because more than one structure 
within the specification can be read as providing support for the claim limitation. 
Instead, each structure separately and independently provides support for the claim 
limitation. For example, a claim which recites an inverter connected to a controller is 
not confusing because the specification discloses that two inverters are connected to 
the controller. Instead, the two inverter structures separately and individually 
provide support for the claim limitation. 
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Thus, since a claim limitation is not confusing because more than one 
structure within the specification can be read as providing support for the claim 
limitation, claim 13 satisfies the requirement of the second paragraph of section 112. 
In addition, since claims 14-16 depend from claim 13, claims 14-16 satisfy the 
requirements of the second paragraph of section 112 for the same reasons as claim 
13. 



Rejection under 35 U.S.C. 5103fa1 Over 
Admitted Prior Art and U.S. Patent No. 6,829,239 (Bhatial 

Claims 1. 7. 17. 19-22. and 24 
Claim 1 recites: 

"a bus; 

"a plurality of first line cards connected to the bus, each first line card 
having a plurality of local ports, the plurality of local ports being associated 
with a plurality of customer devices that have a plurality of IP addresses; and 

"a second line card connected to the bus, the second line card having a 
network port that is connectable to a network segment, the network port 
having an IP address and a subnet mask, the subnet mask of the network port 
identifying a range of IP addresses from the IP address of the network port, 
the range of IP addresses including all of the plurality of IP addresses of the 
plurality of customer devices." 

Claim 17 recites similar limitations. 
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In rejecting the claims, the Examiner pointed to bus 110 shown in appellant's 
prior art FIG. 1 (reproduced below) as constituting the bus required by the claims, 
and the xDSL line cards 116 shown in appellant's prior art FIG. 1 as constituting the 
plurality of first line cards required by the claims. In addition, each xDSL line card 
116 has a number of local ports (connected to a number of local lines 118), which 
the Examiner read to be the plurality of local ports required by the claims. With 
respect to the plurality of customer devices, the Examiner argued that a number of 
customer devices are associated with the local lines 118. 
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In further rejecting the claims, the Examiner pointed to network line card 112 
shown in appellant's prior art FIG. 1 as constituting the second line card required by 
the claims. In addition, line card 112 has a network port connected to network line 
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114, which the Examiner read to be the network port and the network segment 
required by claim 1. 

The Examiner noted that appellant's prior art FIG. 1 does not teach that the 
network port of network line card 112 identifies a range of IP addresses from the IP 
address of the network port, where the range of IP addresses includes all of the 
plurality of IP addresses of the plurality of customer devices. However, the Examiner 
pointed to the Bhatia patent as teaching these limitations. 

Specifically, the Examiner, citing from column 4, line 46 to column 6, line 17, 
argued that Bhatia teaches that the LAN modem maintains a list of the IP addresses 
that are associated with a number of workstations or customer devices and, upon 
receipt of a packet from the network side, determines which workstation or customer 
device should receive the packet. The Examiner then argued that it would be 
obvious to incorporate the LAN modem teachings of Bhatia into the network port (of 
network line card 112 shown in appellant's prior art FIG. 1), and that one skilled in 
the art would be motivated to do so in order to improve performance. 

However, even if the teachings of Bhatia were incorporated into appellant's 
admitted prior art, the resulting structure would still fail to read onto the claims. If 
LAN modem 300 shown in FIG. 2A of Bhatia maintains a list of the IP addresses that 
are associated with a number of workstations or customer devices, it is only a list of 
the IP addresses that are associated with the workstations or customer devices that 
are directly connected to LAN modem 300. 

Thus, a direct connection to LAN modem 300 is required before the IP address 
of a workstation or customer device can be included on the list. As a result, if Bhatia 
teaches maintaining a list of only the devices that are directly connected to an 
apparatus with a network port, and the teachings were incorporated into network 
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line card 112 shown in appellant's prior art FIG. 1, then one skilled in the art would 
understand Bhatia to suggest that the network port of line card 112 can maintain a 
list of only the IP addresses of the xDSL line cards 116 that are directly connected to 
network line card 112 and, upon receipt of a packet from the network side, 
determine which xDSL line card 116 should receive the packet. 

Therefore, even if the teachings of Bhatia were incorporated into appellant's 
prior art FIG. 1, the combination still fails to teach or suggest that the network port 
of line card 112 identifies a range of IP addresses from the IP address of the network 
port, where the range of IP addresses includes all of the plurality of IP addresses of 
the plurality of customer devices. As a result, claims 1 and 17 are patentable over 
appellant's admitted prior art in view of Bhatia. 

Further, even if, only for the sake of argument, one skilled in the art would 
understand Bhatia to suggest that the network port of line card 112 of central office 
100 shown in appellant's FIG. 1 can maintain a list of only the IP addresses of the 
network devices that are directly connected to the local ports of the xDSL line cards 
116, the Examiner has pointed to no evidence which shows that a customer internet 
device can be directly connected to an xDSL line card 116 via a local line 118. 

Therefore, even if the teachings of Bhatia were incorporated into appellant's 
prior art FIG. 1, the combination still fails to teach or suggest that the network port 
of line card 112 identifies a range of IP addresses from the IP address of the network 
port, where the range of IP addresses includes all of the plurality of IP addresses of 
the plurality of customer devices. As a result, claims 1 and 17 are patentable over 
appellant's admitted prior art in view of Bhatia. 

In addition, since claim 7 depends from claim 1, claim 7 is patentable over 
appellant's admitted prior art in view of Bhatia for the same reasons that claim 1 is 
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patentable over appellant's admitted prior art in view of Bhatia. Further, since claims 
19-22 and 24 depend either directly or indirectly from claim 17, claims 19-22 and 24 
are patentable over appellant's admitted prior art in view of Bhatia for the same 
reasons that claim 17 is patentable over appellant's admitted prior art in view of 
Bhatia. 

Claims 2-6 and 18 

Claims 2-6 depend from claim 1 and are patentable over appellant's admitted 
prior art in view of Bhatia for the same reasons that claim 1 is patentable over 
appellant's admitted prior art in view of Bhatia. Claim 18 depends from claim 17 and 
is patentable over appellant's admitted prior art in view of Bhatia for the same 
reasons that claim 17 is patentable over appellant's admitted prior art in view of 
Bhatia. 

In addition, claim 2 requires that "the plurality of local ports are only 
connectable to a plurality of modems." Claim 18 recites similar limitations. As a 
result, claims 2 and 18 require that only modems be connected to the local ports of 
the first line cards. 

Thus, even if one skilled in the art would understand Bhatia to suggest that 
the network port of line card 112 shown in appellant's FIG. 1 can maintain a list of 
only the IP addresses of the network devices that are directly connected to the local 
ports of the xDSL line cards 116, claims 2 and 18 require that only modems be 
connected to the local ports of the xDSL line cards 116. As a result, one skilled in 
the art would understand that any list maintained by a modified version of the 
network port of line card 112 shown in appellant's FIG. 1 would not be of customer 
internet devices, but instead would be a list of modems. 
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Therefore, since there is nothing in the cited sections of Bhatia that teaches or 
suggests that the network port of line card 112 maintain a list of the IP addresses of 
the customer devices that are associated with the xDSL line cards 116 when only 
modems can be connected to the local ports of the first line cards 116, claims 2 and 
18 are patentable over appellant's admitted prior art in view of Bhatia for this further 
reason. Further, claims 3-6 depend from claim 2 and are patentable over appellant's 
admitted prior art in view of Bhatia for the same reasons that claim 2 is patentable 
over appellant's admitted prior art in view of Bhatia. 



Rejection under 35 U.S.C. 5103(a) Over Admitted Prior Art and 
U.S. Patent No. 6,829.239 (Bhatia) and U.S. Patent No. 6.430.622 (Aiken) 

Claim 23 

The Examiner rejected claim 23 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over applicant's admitted prior art in view of Bhatia et al. and further in 
view of Aiken. Claim 23 depends indirectly from claim 17 and, as a result, is 
patentable over applicant's admitted prior art in view of Bhatia et al. and further in 
view of Aiken, Jr. et al. for the same reasons that claim 17 is patentable over 
applicant's admitted prior art in view of Bhatia. 
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Rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103fa^ Over Admitted Prior Art and 
U.S. Patent No. 6,798,743 (Ma) and U.S. Patent No. 7,082,114 (Enqwert 



Claims 13-15 

Claim 13 recites: 



"receiving a message addressed to one of a plurality of customer 
devices, the plurality of customer devices to be connected to a plurality of 
modems, the plurality of modems to be connected to a plurality of first line 
cards, the plurality of first line cards to be connected to a second line card 
that received the message, the message having an IP address and a subnet 
mask, the plurality of customer devices having a plurality of IP addresses; 

"identifying a complete IP address from the IP address and the subnet 
mask of the message; and 

"determining if the complete IP address is identical to an IP address of 
the plurality of IP addresses of the plurality of customer devices." 

In rejecting the claims, the Examiner pointed to central office device 100 
shown in appellant's prior art FIG. 1, and argued that device 100 inherently receives 
a message that is addressed to one of a plurality of customer devices. In addition, 
the Examiner appeared to point to the xDSL line cards 116 shown in appellant's prior 
art FIG. 1 as constituting the plurality of first line cards required by the claims. In 
addition, each xDSL line card 116 has a number of local ports (connected to a 
number of local lines 118). 

Further, the Examiner appeared to argue that the local ports of the xDSL line 
cards 116 are inherently connected to a number of xDSL modems, which the 
Examiner appeared to read to be the plurality of modems required by the claims. 
With respect to the plurality of customer devices, the Examiner appeared to argue 
that a number of customer devices are inherently connected to the xDSL modems. 
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With respect to the second line card required by the claims, appellant 
respectfully does not understand the argument set forth by the Examiner, or the 
Examiner's reliance on the Ma patent. The Examiner appears to suggest that it 
would be obvious in view of Ma to replace network line card 112 shown in appellant's 
prior art FIG. 1 with a plurality of network line cards. Applicant, however, is unclear 
as to the relevance of a single network line card 112 versus a plurality of network 
line cards 112, and assumes that the Examiner would read network line card 112 
shown in appellant's prior art FIG. 1 to be one of the plurality of network line cards 
112. 

In further rejecting the claims, the Examiner noted that the prior art 
combination (of admitted prior art FIG. 1 and Ma) does not teach a second line card 
that receives a message that has an IP address and a subnet mask, identifies a 
complete IP address from the IP address and the subnet mask of the message, and 
determines if the complete IP address is identical to an IP address of the plurality of 
the IP addresses of the plurality of customer devices. However, the Examiner 
pointed to the Engwer patent as teaching these limitations. 

Specifically, the Examiner, citing column 10, lines 18-39, argued that the 
Engwer patent teaches receiving a message that has an IP address and a subnet 
mask, identifying a complete IP address from the IP address and the subnet mask, 
and determining if the complete IP address is identical to an IP address of the 
plurality of the IP address of the plurality of customer devices. 

However, even if the teachings of Engwer were incorporated into the 
combination of appellant's admitted prior art FIG. 1 and Ma, the resulting structure 
would still fail to read onto the claims. The text of Engwer cited by the Examiner 
refers to a wireless unit (WU) 700 that receives messages from different access 
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points (AP), where the messages include the network protocol addresses and the 
subnet masks of the APs. The WUs 700, in turn, are customer devices such as 
computers, faxes, and telephones. (See column 10, lines 1-7 of Engwer.) 

In operation, the logic circuit 704 of a WU 700 receives a message from a 
candidate AP (a potential new AP), extracts the network protocol address and subnet 
mask of the candidate AP, and stores it in memory 706. (See column 10, lines 21-24 
of Engwer.) Thus, Engwer teaches a wireless customer device that receives a 
message, and stores the network protocol address and subnet mask of the device 
that sent the message. 

In rejecting the claims, the Examiner appeared to argue that in order to build 
a system with wireless customer devices that can change from one subnet to 
another, one skilled in the art would be motivated to incorporate the Engwer 
teachings into appellant's prior art FIG. 1. However, even if the wireless teachings of 
Engwer were incorporated into appellant's admitted prior art, these teachings are 
unrelated to a second line card, such as network line card 112 shown in appellant's 
prior art FIG. 1. 

In other words, there is nothing in the Engwer text cited by the Examiner 
(which is related to wireless customer devices) that would motivate one skilled in the 
art to modify network line card 112. Instead, if one skilled in the art were motivated 
to modify something, one skilled in the art would be motivated to modify the 
inherent customer devices referred to by the Examiner, converting them into wireless 
customer devices, and the inherent xDSL modems, converting them into wireless 
xDSL modems. 

As a result, even if the wireless teachings of Engwer were incorporated into 
appellant's prior art FIG. 1, the combination would still fail to teach or suggest a 
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network line card, such as network line card 112, that receives a message that has 
an IP address and a subnet mask, identifies a complete IP address from the IP 
address and the subnet mask of the message, and determines if the complete IP 
address is identical to an IP address of the plurality of the IP addresses of the 
plurality of customer devices. 

Further, even if, only for the sake of argument, the teachings of the Engwer 
patent were incorporated into the network port of line card 112 shown in appellant's 
FIG. 1, then one skilled in the art would understand Engwer to suggest that when 
the network port of line card 112 receives a message from network segment 114, 
line card 112 stores the network protocol address and subnet mask of the device 
that sent the message. 

Thus, even if the network port of line card 112 shown in appellant's FIG. 1 
were modified in view of the Engwer patent, the combination would still fail to teach 
or suggest a network line card, such as network line card 112, that receives a 
message that has an IP address and a subnet mask, identifies a complete IP address 
from the IP address and the subnet mask of the message, and determines if the 
complete IP address is identical to an IP address of the plurality of the IP addresses 
of the plurality of customer devices. 

Therefore, since the combination of appellant's prior art FIG. 1, Ma, and 
Engwer fail to teach or suggest a second line card that receives a message that has 
an IP address and a subnet mask, identifies a complete IP address from the IP 
address and the subnet mask of the message, and determines if the complete IP 
address is identical to an IP address of the plurality of the IP addresses of the 
plurality of customer devices, claim 13 is patentable over appellant's admitted prior 
art in view of Ma and further in view of Engwer. 
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In addition, since claims 14-15 depend either directly or indirectly from claim 
13, claims 14-15 are patentable over appellant's admitted prior art in view of Ma and 
further in view of Engwer for the same reasons that claim 13 is patentable over 
appellant's admitted prior art in view of Ma and further in view of Engwer. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103(3) Over 
Admitted Prior Art, U.S. Patent No. 6,798,743 (Ma), 
U.S. Patent No. 7,082,114 (Engwer), and U.S. Patent No. 6,829,239 (Bhatia) 

Claim 16 

The Examiner additionally rejected claim 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over appellant's admitted prior art in view of Ma et al. and Engwer et 
al. and further in view of Bhatia. Claim 16 depends indirectly from claim 13 and, as 
a result, is patentable over appellant's admitted prior art in view of Ma et al. and 
Engwer et al. and further in view of Bhatia for the same reasons that claim 13 is 
patentable over appellant's admitted prior art in view of Ma et al. and further in view 
of Engwer et al. 
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Conclusion 



The Examiner's rejections are clearly erroneous and should be reversed. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: g - JO - O 9 



30 Fifth Street, Suite 200 
P.O. Box 300 

Petaluma, CA 94953-0300 
Telephone: (707) 762-5500 
Facsimile: (707) 762-5504 
Customer No. 56929 



Mark C. Pickering 
Registration No. 36,239 
Attorney for Applicant 
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CLAIMS APPENDIX 

1. A device comprising: 
a bus; 

a plurality of first line cards connected to the bus, each first line card having a 
plurality of local ports, the plurality of local ports being associated with a plurality of 
customer devices that have a plurality of IP addresses; and 

a second line card connected to the bus, the second line card having a 
network port that is connectable to a network segment, the network port having an 
IP address and a subnet mask, the subnet mask of the network port identifying a 
range of IP addresses from the IP address of the network port, the range of IP 
addresses including all of the plurality of IP addresses of the plurality of customer 
devices. 

2. The device of claim 1 wherein the plurality of local ports are only 
connectable to a plurality of modems. 
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3. The device of claim 2 wherein when the second line card receives 
messages from the network segment, the second line card forwards messages with 
IP addresses that match the IP addresses of the plurality of customer devices to the 
first line cards. 

4. The device of claim 3 wherein each first and second line card maintains 
a table that indicates each of the IP addresses that are associated with each port of 
each first and second line card. 

5. The device of claim 4 wherein when a first local port of a first line card 
is associated with a first customer device that has a first IP address, the first line 
card identifies messages on the bus that are directed to the first IP address, and 
forwards the messages to the first local port. 

6. The device of claim 4 wherein when a first local port of a first line card 
is associated with a first customer device that has a first IP address, the first line 
card receives messages from the first customer device, and forwards the messages 
to the second line card via the bus. 
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7. The device of claim 1 wherein the first line cards include xDSL line 

cards. 

13. A method comprising: 

receiving a message addressed to one of a plurality of customer devices, the 
plurality of customer devices to be connected to a plurality of modems, the plurality 
of modems to be connected to a plurality of first line cards, the plurality of first line 
cards to be connected to a second line card that received the message, the message 
having an IP address and a subnet mask, the plurality of customer devices having a 
plurality of IP addresses; 

identifying a complete IP address from the IP address and the subnet mask of 
the message; and 

determining if the complete IP address is identical to an IP address of the 
plurality of IP addresses of the plurality of customer devices. 

14. The method of claim 13 wherein the plurality of customer devices 
includes a first customer device having a first IP address and a second customer 
device having a second IP address. 
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15. The method of claim 14 and further comprising: 

forwarding the message to a first line card of the plurality of first line cards 
when the complete IP address exactly matches the first IP address of the first 
customer device; and 

forwarding the message to the first line card of the plurality of first line cards 
when the complete IP address exactly matches the second IP address of the second 
customer device. 

16. The method of claim 15 wherein: 

each first line card of the plurality of first line cards includes a plurality of local 
ports that are associated with a number of IP addresses of a number of customer 
devices of the plurality of customer devices; and 

each first line card of the plurality of first line cards maintains a table that 
includes each port of each first line card, and an associated IP address of a customer 
device for each port of each first line card that has an associated IP address. 
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17. A device comprising: 

a plurality of first line cards, each first line card having a plurality of local 
ports, the plurality of local ports to be associated with a plurality of customer devices 
that have a plurality of IP addresses; and 

a second line card connected to the plurality of first line cards, the second line 
card having a network port to be connected to a network segment, the network port 
having an IP address and a subnet mask, the second line card identifying a range of 
IP addresses from the IP address and the subnet mask of the network port, the 
range of IP addresses including all of the plurality of IP addresses of the plurality of 
customer devices. 

18. The device of claim 17 wherein the plurality of local ports are only to be 
connected to a plurality of modems. 

19. The device of claim 17 wherein the second line card forwards a first 
message to a first line card when the first message includes a first IP address that 
falls within the range of IP addresses. 
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20. The device of claim 19 wherein the second line card forwards a second 
message to the first line card when the second message includes a second IP 
address that falls within the range of IP addresses. 

21. The device of claim 20 wherein when a first local port of the first line 
card is associated with a first customer device that has the first IP address, the first 
line card identifies messages from the second line card that are addressed to the first 
IP address, and forwards the messages to the first local port. 

22. The device of claim 21 wherein when a second local port of the first 
line card is associated with a second customer device that has the second IP 
address, the first line card identifies messages from the second line card that are 
directed to the second IP address, and forwards the messages to the second local 
port. 

23. The device of claim 22 wherein the second line card outputs 
information to the network segment to advertise the IP address and subnet mask of 
the network port. 
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24. The device of claim 22 wherein the first line cards include xDSL line 

cards. 
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EVIDENCE APPENDIX 

None. 
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RELATED PROCEEDINGS APPENDIX 

None. 
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